ethnography, but also makes clear Het'um's motives for the journey and how he wished its results to be recorded. His own journey was necessitated by the accession of Möngke, which had made any agreement previously reached by Smpad with Güyük less secure; it was also suggested, or perhaps ordered by Batu, Möngke's Khan-maker in the West. 7 Het'um was well received by the Great Khan, who, after accepting his presents, "suitably honoured" Het'um. The Armenian king accompanied Möngke for fifty days, and was rewarded with "a rescript bearing a seal saying that none should presume to molest him or his land", and also "a letter of enfranchisement for the churches everywhere". 8 During the course of his return journey he visited the chief Mongol leaders in the West, Baiju and his lieutenant Khoja. 9 Het'um I was indeed to be rewarded for his swift and sincere devotion to the Mongol cause. Not only did his kingdom avoid the depredations concomitant with Mongol invasion, but there were also positive benefits. He seems to have gained some prestige and status among the population of the Armenian homelands to the north, in the southern Caucasus and Lake Van regions; he seems to have been the only ruler of the Armenian kingdom in southern Asia Minor to have visited Armenia proper, and was received with honour.
10 Upon Hülegü's arrival in the Middle East, and his determination to invade Syria, Het'um I was prompt in his assistance, and was involved with the invasion. Indeed, it seems that the Armenians participated with some enthusiasm: they acquired a degree of infamy in the Muslim sources for their alleged arsons in Aleppo. 11 In return for their alliance, the Armenians received a share of the territorial gains that Hülegü managed to keep hold of even after his general Kitbugha's defeat at Ayn Jālūt (1260). These were primarily places to the north of Syria, in the eastern Taurus mountains, often with great strategic importance. Fortresses like Behesni, Marash and Gargar . , for example, had roles in controlling communications between Syria and the north, and between the Ilkhanate and the west. The Armenian kingdom was now expanded, thanks to the Mongol alignment, to its greatest extent.
Whatever the origins and reasons, self-interest or self-protection, for the Armenian alignment with the Mongols, they were prominent in their promotion of a Mongol alliance, and a Franco-Mongol entente. The northernmost of the surviving Crusader states, the principality of Antioch, was heavily influenced by the Armenian kingdom throughout the thirteenth century, and it should be no surprise that they were the first Frankish state to view the Mongols favourably. In 1260, as the Mongols occupied Syria, and the Mamluks advanced from Egypt to stand against them, while the Franks of Acre espoused a careful neutrality, the Antiochenes participated on the Mongol side. Antioch paid the price, even before the Armenians, for its alliance with the Mongols: the Mamluk Sultan Baybars captured the city, and massacred its population, in 1268. The other Frankish states of the region, nevertheless, writers such as Hayton (i.e., Het'um of Gor . igos, who surely knew better but who had an eye on the intended audience), who claims he converted the Khan and many others to Christianity: see Hayton, "La Flor des estoires de la terre d'orient", in Recueil des historiens des croisades: Documents Arméniens, eds. C. Schefer, L. quickly came to see the potential benefits of alliance with the Ilkhans -the Mongols may have had a fearsome reputation, but they were rather less immediately threatening than the Mamluks proved to be. The Armenians remained, however, often at the forefront of efforts to establish a coordinated offensive against the Mamluks between the Mongol Ilkhans and the Western Crusading Powers, and this is most readily seen in the Flor des estoires de la terre d'orient of Het'um of Gor . igos (known in the West as 'Hayton').
12 This text, written in 1307 at the behest of Pope Clement V, describes the Mongols (and the Middle East) in some detail, as background for a plan for a co-ordinated assault on the Mamluks.
The Armenian kings also remained keen allies of the Ilkhans in their invasions of Mamluk Syria. In the 1260s, doubtless under Ilkhanid command, the Armenians launched several rather unsuccessful raids of their own against northern Syria.
13 Later on, Armenian detachments participated fully in the campaigns launched by Hülegü's son, Abagha (Ilkhan 1265-82), and great-grandson, Ghazan (1295-1304).
14 In return for both this faithful military support, and for the monetary tribute paid, the Ilkhanid alignment held out the promise of Mongol protection for the Armenian kingdom. Even after the decisive decline of the Seljuks, the Armenians of Cilicia were not free from the threat of the Turks of Anatolia. The Qaramanid Türkmen on Cilicia's western borders to some extent took over from the Seljuks in their opposition to the Armenians. This may have had independent roots from, but was certainly interrelated with, the Qaramanid hostility to the Ilkhanid overlords of Anatolia: the Qaramanids repeatedly offered alliance to both Mongol rebels 15 and to the Mamluks. As with the Qaramanid-backed rebellion of the Mongol governor of Rūm, Sülemish, in 1298, the Armenians of Cilicia were eager to assist the Ilkhanid authorities' reassertion of dominance in Anatolia, and, as I have suggested above, this was not merely because of fear of the Mongols: there was considerable self-interest involved. Strong Ilkhanid control of Asia Minor could imply a lessening of the Türkmen threat for Cilicia.
It is clear that the Mongols could even, on occasion, provide some positive protection to the Armenians of Cilicia from the Mamluks, in addition to the territorial gains they ceded them. A Mongol detachment may possibly have sought to assist the (unsuccessful) efforts of Het'um II to relieve the Armenian Catholicos besieged by the Mamluk Sultan al-Ashraf Khalīl in Hr . omgla in 1292.
16 A Mongol detachment decisively defeated a Mamluk invasion force, albeit not a major one but merely a raid consisting primarily of Aleppan forces, in Cilicia in 1305.
17 According to Hayton, among other sources, Ghazan provided a protective garrison for Cilicia. On the other hand, Cilician Armenian involvement in the Ilkhanid war with the Mamluks did not bring long-term, and only few short-term, benefits. While Hülegü did grant substantial territories to Het'um I, these were claimed by the Mamluks as part of their Syrian 'inheritance' from the Ayyūbids, quite apart from their strategic importance in the eastern Taurus mountains, and were wanted back by them. Early Mamluk sources are keen to stress the circumstances of how places such as Behesni, for example, were transferred from Ayyūbid, Muslim control, to Armenian possession, by the Mongols. When later Mamluk historians describe the Mamluk (re)capture of these strongholds, they frequently re-tell the story of how the Armenians obtained them. 19 By 1300, the Mamluks had taken all of those castles given by Hülegü to the Armenian king. These short-term gains, as well as the Mongol-directed raids carried out by the Armenians in the 1260s, definitely served to anger the Mamluks. Armenian involvement with Mongol raids on Syria only brought losses of men and resources, and further aroused the wrath of the Mamluks. The Mamluks themselves launched several major invasions against the Armenian kingdom, notably in 1266, 1274-75, 1279, 1283, 1292, 1298, 1302, 1304, and 1305-6; and in 1285 the Armenians were forced to agree to a humiliating truce, and the payment of an annual tribute. When the Armenians were able to defeat Mamluk raiders, as, with Mongol help, they did in 1305, fear of Mamluk reprisals led to the Armenian king desperately buying forgiveness from the Sultan.
The Mongol alignment offered only limited and infrequent protection against these repeated Mamluk invasions, and much of the territory of the Armenian kingdom had been permanently lost by 1307. Along with the loss of lands, and the destruction caused by the raids, the Armenians were additionally forced to pay two annual tributes. These problems were compounded by a lack of clarity in the possession of the throne. King Het'um II had repeatedly abdicated, in order to take vows as a Franciscan; the last time in favour of his nephew, Lewon III. It seems clear, however, that, as 'Grand Baron', 20 he remained the power behind the throne. In 1307 the matter of succession was finally decided: both Het'um and Lewon were assassinated. 24 What is meant by this phrase, in two Armenian sources, is unclear. The camp could have been outside of the walls of the ancient city, or perhaps within the boundaries of the city, but beneath the walls of the citadel, the classical acropolis, on the outcrop above. This seems to be the implication of "beneath the walls of the fortress" in another, contemporary, Armenian source, which interpretation is perhaps supported by the colophon to a manuscript produced in Cilicia in 1307 which describes the murders as happening "at the foot of Anazarb". 25 According to the Egyptian writer al-Maqrīzī, Het'um and his companions were under safe-conduct, a significant matter in the region. 26 Het'um was accompanied by his nephew, King Lewon, and by a party of important royal officials and nobles. 23 Samuel of Ani, "Extrait de la Chronographie" cit., p. 466; al-Maqrīzī, cit., II:i, p. 38; al-Aynī cit., IV, p. 458. 24 Samuel of Ani, "Extrait de la Chronographie" cit., p. 466; "Chronique du royaume" cit., p. 664. The late Antique city of Anawarza is dominated by its citadel, perched on a steep-sided rocky outcrop, dominating the surrounding flat plain of Cilicia. Anawarza was the main city in the eastern part of the Cilician Plain, about 25 km south of Sis and 60 km north-east of Adana. Through much of the twelfth century it was the R . upēnid capital; by 1307 the city had suffered from years of Mamluk raids, and the population may have been concentrated in the citadel. For details of Anawarza, including an overview of its history, see Edwards, op. cit., pp. 65-72.
The Assassination of Het'um II
25 Hayton (attrib.), "Chronological 27 Al-Maqrīzī states that he was accompanied by "a group of the leading Armenians and two brothers of his": op. cit., II:i, p. 38. Baybars al-Mans .ū rī only mentions his brothers, and names them as "Alinakh, Lewon, andŌshin": Baybars al-Mans .ū rī op. cit., p. 395. Lewon was, of course, Het'um's nephew, and Alinakh andŌshin were the two brothers who survived Bularghu's plot. Qāshānī states that Het'um was accompanied by his grandson the junior king (obviously, his nephew is meant), and thirty servants (op. cit., p. 80). The Armenian sources variously describe an escort of important figures, and the Gestes des Chiprois also mentions "several other knights with him who were from Acre, one of them by the name of Gille Antiaume": Les Gestes des Chiprois: recueil de chroniques françaisesécrites en orient aux XIIIe et XIVe siècles, ed. Gaston Reynaud (Geneva, 1887), p. 325.
It seems that the meeting did not last long. As soon as the Armenians arrived, or, if it was a banquet, as soon as they began to eat, Bularghu ordered that they should be killed: "swords were drawn on them from every side". 28 The account given in the Gestes des Chiprois is slightly different. We are informed that, As soon as this great Tatar lord lit upon him, . . . he decided to act upon his intentions and requested, on behalf of the great khan, the kingdom of Armenia. Het'um replied to him that it was not rightly his, as it belonged to this infant, his nephew, who had the name Lewon. This great lord thereupon without delay ordered his man to slay him; so his man struck him with his sword, and all the knights and others who were with him. 29 This, of course, reflects the fact that Het'um had by this time officially abdicated. The new King, Lewon III, was also one of the victims. According to the Gestes des Chiprois, when the infant Lewon the little saw that they had killed his uncle and the others, he fled among the tents of the Tatar women to save his life, but nothing availed him, because the Tatars went to take him and the women betrayed him, and they cut off his head, [he] who was a child who had not 10 years of age.
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The Armenians may have been able to mount at least some resistance: one contemporary Arabic source, Baybars al-Mans .ū rī, remarks that Bularghu himself was wounded in the mêlée.
31

Why did Bularghu murder Het'um and Lewon?
The question of why this assassination happened may seem to be straightforward. The death of Het'um II -ruler of the Armenians through one of the most dramatic periods of the kingdom's history -was a momentous event, of considerable significance for the changing nature of the Armenian-Mongol relationship, and was extremely repercussive for the history 28 Samuel of Ani states that "[a]s soon as they had arrived, the Tatar chief, who desired to make himself master of Cilicia, had them stopped and massacred": "Extrait de la Chronographie" cit., p. 466. Baybars al-Mans .ū rī reports that the Armenian visitors "had not become settled" when the murderers pounced on them (op. cit., p. 395). Al-Maqrīzī, persisting in his description of a banquet scene, states that "as soon as they spread their hands to the food, swords were drawn on them from every side" (op. cit., II:i, p. 38). Qāshānī, who consistently depicts Bularghu as a devout Muslim, states that he drew his sword while pretending to pray, "and then while he exclaimed the takbīr, he beheaded [Het'um] (Paris, 1963) , diagram III (H2), p. 74, n. 177), Lewon was in fact born in 1289, which would have made him 18; however, he also refers to the alternative age suggested by the Gestes des Chiprois. Other Armenian sources record the murder of Lewon ("Chronique du royaume" cit., p. 664; Samuel of Ani, "Tables Chronologiques" cit, p. 477; 'Extrait de la Chronographie' cit., p. 466; "the handsome and all-bountiful youth" Lewon is named as a victim by two manuscript colophons that mention the murders (Sanjian, op. cit., pp. 54-55)), and Abū'l-Fidā mentions the death of Het'um's nephew also, but calls him by his father's name, T'oros "the younger" (op. cit., p. 47). Al-Aynī, obviously confused as to which members of the Armenian royal family were in fact murdered, specifically names Alinakh as being killed (op. cit., IV, p. 458).
31 Baybars al-Mans .ū rī, op. cit., p. 395.
of the Armenian kingdom. However, it is often swiftly passed over, by recent writers as much as by contemporary Armenian chroniclers. For example, the continuation of the chronicle of the Constable Smpad, brother of Het'um I, merely states that "Bilarghu cut the throats of the young king Lewon and his paternal uncle the Baron Het'um, beneath the walls of Anazarba [Anawarza]". One continuation of Samuel of Ani's chronicle is even more summary: "Bularghu killed (the king) Het'um and the young Lewon". One contemporary Armenian source is a little more detailed: "On the 17th of the month of November, the Grand Baron of Armenia, Het'um, and the son of the Baron T'oros, brother of Het'um, Lewon, king of Armenia, along with other significant personages, were treacherously put to death, beneath the walls of the fortress of Anawarza". The longest account of the incident in the available Armenian sources is that of another continuation of Samuel of Ani's Chronography, but even this source gives precedence in the entries for this year to religious matters, concerning the accession of a new Catholicos, the debate over a union with Rome, and over the dates of Christmas and Easter. 32 Just as the Armenian or pro-Armenian sources are not agreed as to the exact name of Het'um's murderer, nor are they consistent as to his rank, and reason for being in Cilicia. According to one source from Armenia, "the villainous noyan Bularghu" merely came "to Cilicia with a hidden plan and under some pretext or other"; 33 sources sympathetic to his victims explain Bularghu's actions as stemming from a straightforward desire to acquire the Armenian kingdom for himself. 34 Much later Armenian writers, without any source, or, seemingly, basis in fact, additionally blamed anti-Latin elements in the kingdom for inciting Bularghu, because of the changes being introduced by Het'um and the Catholicos to the ritual of the Armenian Church in order to bring it into line with Roman practice. 35 In order to get more detailed information on these events, and especially on Bularghu's motivations, we have to make use of another body of sources, hitherto largely neglected in this context: the Arabic histories written in the Mamluk Sultanate. These writers in the Mamluk Sultanate see a less straightforward reason for the murders. Baybars al-Mans .ū rī, a senior Mamluk and a contemporary, states that the origin of the incident lay in Bularghu's intention to "build a madrasa in the town of Adana and to put a minaret in it". 36 The later 32 "Chronique du royaume" cit., p. 664; Samuel of Ani, "Tables Chronologiques" cit, p. 477; Hayton's "Chronological Table" cit., p. 490; Samuel of Ani, 'Extrait de la Chronographie' cit., pp. 465-466.
33 Samuel of Ani, "Extrait de la Chronographie" cit., p. 466. 34 Ibid.: "the Tatar chief . . . desired to make himself master of Cilicia". The Gestes des Chiprois (cit., pp. 325-326) also describes Bularghu asking for possession of the kingdom, "on behalf of the Great Khan" from Het'um. We are unfortunate that the longest account of this episode, that of the Gestes des Chiprois, is incomplete, with a section of the manuscript, immediately prior to the incident, missing: we have lost most of the background to the murder, which seems to involve Het'um's receipt of a ferman from the Ilkhan. 35 Der Nersessian ("The Kingdom of Cilician Armenia" cit., p. 658, n. 50) and Sanjian (op. cit., p. 54, n. 8) refer to this story. Der Nersessian implies that this story in fact originated in the work of a late eighteenth-century historian Tchamitch (or Tchamtchian), who does not give his source, and states that she had not found any reference to it in her own research in the sources. Nevertheless, Bundy seems to implicitly accept this story in his brief description of the event, without actual citation of a source: David Bundy, "Armenian Relations with the Papacy after the Mongol Invasions", The Patristic and Byzantine Review, V (1986), pp. In this version, the lord of Sis, the Armenian king, was not keen to go along with this plan, and wrote to the Ilkhan,Öljeitü, to complain about his officer, alleging that Bularghu was in league with the Mamluks. 38 According to al-Maqrīzī,Öljeitü "sent his disapproval to Bularghū, and threatened him, and ordered him to attend [the Ilkhan's court]; and [Bularghu] became furious with Het'um", realising the source of the complaint against him. 39 On the other hand, Baybars al-Mans .ū rī states that Bularghu decided to act against Het'um after companions of his, resident at court ("in the ordo"), informed him of the Armenian's letter of complaint to the Ilkhan, which caused him to fear for his life, and to decide to try in some way to "assign the crime [i.e., disloyalty] to the lord of Sis, and deceive him [i.e.,Öljeitü]".
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Bularghu therefore sought to eliminate Het'um.
The sources from the enemy Mamluk Sultanate provide more information about the background to the murders, the assassination itself, and the aftermath than do any of the surviving Armenian histories. In fact, there are very few Armenian sources at all for this period of the kingdom's history, and they tend to be rather brief in their summaries of events. Only the Old French Gestes des Chiprois, at this point written by the 'Templar of Tyre', resident in Cyprus, give anything like the detail provided by these Mamluk writers: it is very reassuring that the Arabic accounts can largely be easily reconciled with that of the Gestes. This is an important point to emphasise: there is a wealth of under-appreciated material available to the historian in these Mamluk histories, encyclopaedias, and geographies. 41 Interestingly, our Persian source for the incident supports both versions of Bularghu's motives. Qāshānī states that Bularghu's "intention was to destroy [Het'um] in order to subdue all the fortresses and residences in that province and by this receive the wonderful territory of Sīs": he wanted the land for himself. It was not, however, merely greed that motivated him. He was a devout Muslim, who was offended by the neglect of Muslim shrines in the region, and who sought to restore them, and to build a mosque (in Ayas in this version) with a muezzin. He was angered by Het'um's attempt to incite the Mamluks against him, a plot voluntarily exposed by the Mamluks themselves to their co-religionist. 42 This version has many echoes of that given in the Arabic sources: Bularghu's piety provokes Armenian hostility; the Mongol discovers a plot against him, and resolves on assassination. This plot, it must be suggested, seems rather an unlikely one, given that Het'um always 37 sought to avoid, rather than encourage, Mamluk invasions. As has been seen, the Mamluks did indeed correspond with Mongol rebels in Asia Minor: but the absence of any notice in the Mamluk sources of such communication in this case makes Qāshānī's account less credible. Qāshānī does, of course, confirm that Bularghu's conversion to Islam was a factor in the build up to the assassination.
The Conversion of the Mongols and Het'um's Assassination?
It is worthwhile to consider the effects of the conversion of the Mongols to Islam on their relationship with their Christian Armenian satellite. Het'um's assassination, perpetrated by a recent Mongol convert, has often been interpreted as significant in this context by historians of the period.
A rather extreme, and factually and chronologically haphazard, example of the perceived effects of the Mongol conversion to Islam can be found in the first edition of the Cambridge Medieval History, of 1923. We are told that, after the death of Ghazan, placed in 1302, This is more or less wrong at every point: for example, the Mamluk raid of 1305 here hinted at was actually repulsed with Mongol help. This is clearly out of date, but I would suggest that the basic interpretation is still echoed in recent scholarship, especially relating to the assassination.
Recent writers on the history of the Armenian kingdom, or on related topics, usually skim over the assassination with little more than a sentence: typical is Claude Mutafian's comment: "En 1307, Héthoum et Léon sont assassinés par le général mongol de Cilicie: les temps ont bien changé!". T.S.R. Boase is less pithy, but similar: "In 1307 Hetoum and his nephew, Thoros' son, now king as Leon IV [sic], visiting the Mongol emir Bilarghu at Anawarza, were murdered with all their followers. The Il-Khan avenged their death, but their assassination was indicative of the changed position of the Christian communities". Sirarpie Der Nersessian is also brief: "on November 17, 1307 . . . [t] he Mongol emir Bilarghu treacherously killed Het . oum, king Leon, and about forty of the dignitaries and nobles who accompanied them". 44 Among those whose focus is not primarily on the Armenian kingdom, even for the most careful writers the temptation to relate the assassination to the conversion of the Ilkhanid Mongols can prove too strong. In his overview of the history of the Armenian kingdom, Norman Housley describes how the hopes for survival engendered by Ilkhanid attacks on Syria suffered with their failure; and then: [w] The assassination is seen as either indicative of a new state of relations, or as bringing in with it this new relationship. The assassination is also seen as following closely on from the conversion of the Mongols of Persia to Islam. It is this conversion, it seems, that caused the deterioration in relations, of which the murder is emblematic; and this deterioration is definitively placed in the reign ofÖljeitü (1304-16).
Some contemporary evidence can be found to support this view. In contrast to the eulogistic obituaries given to Ghazan, the scribes whose manuscript colophons survive as an immediate and contemporary source for Armenians' attitudes have little good to say about his successor, at least after he had reigned for a couple of years. By 1307 one scribe in Armenia wrote that he "looked like the Antichrist"; another recorded the conversion of the Mongols, who, underÖljeitü, were persecuting Christians: "some they molest, some they torture, some they kill . . . they also levied taxes upon all the Christians and made them wear symbols of opprobrium . . . they make every effort to efface Christianity from the earth".
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It is also clear that there was, in the first decades of the fourteenth century, a lessening of importance attached by both sides to the Mongol-Armenian alliance. Nevertheless, could there not be other reasons for both these occurrences ofÖljeitü's reign -the persecution and the decline of the political relationship -that have little to do with the Ilkhan's faith? It seems very possible thatÖljeitü's reign, while a high-point in terms of material culture, marked a lessening of central control in the Ilkhanate, and the traditional rapaciousness of the Mongols, barely suppressed by Ghazan, was allowed to reassert itself in the unimportant backwaters of the empire, such as the Armenian highlands. One symptom of the gradual weakening of the power of the Ilkhan, or at least his gradual turning away from the frontier, was the decline in importance of the whole Mongol-Mamluk conflict, for both sides:Öljeitü, in contrast to all of Ghazan's strenuous efforts, only launched one, rather half-hearted, attempt to conquer Syria (in the winter of 1312-13). As the fourteenth century developed, and the Ilkhan's power withdrew from the extremities of his empire, and his strength, when compared to 45 the Mamluks, declined, so the Armenian kingdom became less important to him, and he to it.
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The reason I look for other, less dramatic explanations for the change in relationship between the Armenian kingdom andÖljeitü, is that the facts simply do not support the view of a suddenly fiercely Muslim Ilkhan encouraging the persecution of the Armenians. The epilogue to the assassination of Het'um and Lewon is a good example of why this is so. 49 Het'um's surviving brothers rebuffed Bularghu, and appealed toÖljeitü; angered by the treachery of his general, 50 the Ilkhan had Bularghu and his co-conspirators executed immediately. This was done "by the sword", which was considered the most humiliating end for a senior Mongol. 51 WithÖljeitü's continued support, Het'um's brotherŌshin ruled as king.
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There is another problem with the seductively simple progression from conversion, to a sudden change in attitude, to persecution and assassination. The Armenian sources, including, for example, Hayton's Flor des estoires, are generally extremely favourable to Ghazan, as are the historians who have followed them. However, some of these historians seem unaware that Ghazan himself had converted to Islam at his accession in 1295: this is 48 With regard to the declining military strength and reliability of the Mongols of Persia, possibly accelerated (or even indicated) by Ghazan's defeats in Syria, but especially byÖljeitü's disasters in Gīlān, see Charles Melville, "TheĪlkhānÖljeitü's Conquest of Gīlān (1307) 50 The Gestes des Chiprois (cit., p. 326) hints at why this action was specifically treachery against the Ilkhan: Het'um's new heir,Ōshin, "sent Alinakh, his brother, to the Great Khan Ghazan [sic] of the Tatars, to complain about the death of their brother and of the infant their nephew, that his man [Bularghu] had killed [them] under his [i.e., the Ilkhan's] safeguard, coming from his command, by the presentation of his ferman." This last part refers back to a missing section of the manuscript, which seems to have described Het'um's visit to Bularghu as resulting from a ferman sent to him. Bularghu's execution is also reported by the "Chronique du royaume" (cit., p. 664), which reports that "the Baron Alinakh, lord of Tarsus, went before Kharbanda Khan [Öljeitü] . He condemned Bilarghu to death, in punishment for the murder which he had committed; after which Alinakh returned before his brother Oshin." See also the slightly different accounts of al-Maqrīzī, op. cit., II:i, p. 38; and Baybars al-Mans .ū rī, op. cit., p. 395.
Qāshānī has some difficulty in explaining the actions of the Ilkhan: unwillingly to criticiseÖljeitü, but keen to present Bularghu as a martyr, he states that the latter was "pardoned and forgiven swiftly", but that later "a few corrupted scoundrels plotted his execution" by arguing that he had harmed the interests of the Ilkhanate (op. cit., p. 81).
51 According to the Gestes des Chiprois (cit., pp. 326-327), the Ilkhan held Het'um's murder whilst apparently under the protection of his safeguard to have been "very grievous and a great disloyalty". He summoned Bularghu, and beheaded him, along with "all the others who had used their sword to kill" Het'um and Lewon, at which point Alinakh returned to Cilicia. Al-Aynī (op. cit., IV, p. 459) reports that "[w]hen Khar-Banda became acquainted with the news he ordered Bularghu be killed by the sword. He was killed on the spot." Abū'l-Fidā (op. cit., p. 47) also mentions that Bularghu was "killed with the sword". That Bularghu was killed explicitly with a sword is significant: shedding his blood at his execution was seen as a mark of dishonour for him. The Mongols would inflict death on someone of nobility by some method that would not involve the spilling of his blood, if they wished him an honourable execution. Thus Hülegü's method of killing the Caliph al-Muta s . im by rolling him in a carpet and trampling him to death, the same way, for example, in which Jamuqa, an erstwhile comrade of Chingiz Khan's, was executed (see, for example, David Morgan, The Mongols (Oxford, 1986), p. 152).
52 Al-Maqrīzī states that after the executionÖljeitü "appointed Lewon sub-king of Cilicia and he despatched him to it"; Baybars al-Mans .ū rī, in a similar but more ambiguous vein, reports that the Ilkhan "installed the lord of Cilicia in his kingdom and sent him back to his territory" (Sulūk cit., II:i, p. 38; Zubdat cit., p. 395). Mufad . d . al (op. cit., XX, p. 140) also states that after Het'um "his son Lewon came to power, and Allah knows best" (all three of these writers confuse the name of Alinakh for Lewon). This perhaps reflects the opinion of those in the Mamluk Sultanate that the Armenian kingdom was wholly subject to the Ilkhanate. information that Hayton, writing for the Pope, seems to have censored. 53 Any change in attitude resulting from this conversion towards the Armenian kingdom was thus far from sudden. In any case, while there were clearly those, such as Bularghu, who saw the benefits in being devout Muslims, it is clear that even inÖljeitü's reign, for many of the Mongols conversion may have been little more than superficial -not long after Het'um's assassination, one very important Mongol general seriously suggested a return from the law of Moh . ammed to that of Chinggis; 54 and Ghazan himself took part in traditional religious practices.
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On the other hand, it seems clear that contemporary pro-Armenian sources did not view the assassination in a context of religious contention: Bularghu's actions were not identified as being part of some anti-Christian 'holy war'. Apart from one of the manuscript colophons translated by Sanjian, 56 no source described Het'um II or Lewon III as martyrs. It is only later -much later -that Armenian sources put the incident in a religious context, and then it is not Christian versus Muslim, but Armenian versus Roman.
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The conversion of the Ilkhans and Ilkhanid foreign policy
While it is clear that the turmoil surrounding Ghazan's accession and the increasing instability ofÖljeitü's reign allowed anti-Christian (and anti-Jewish) persecution to emerge, 58 this relates to the situation within the Ilkhanate, and in any case seems to have had a limited impact on official Ilkhanid foreign policy, such as with regard to its relations with the Armenian kingdom. The conversion of the Ilkhans to Islam had a negligible effect on their main foreign policy priorities and methods -there was no pan-Muslim, anti-Christian league. The continuity of policy can be shown both with regard to the Ilkhanid enmity for the Mamluks and in their attempts to co-operate with the Christian states of East and West. This is not merely seen in Armenian or Cypriot Frankish involvement in Ghazan's invasions of Syria, but also in the attempts of successive Ilkhans to synchronise attacks on the Mamluks with Western powers. 59 The first of such contacts followed hard upon the battle of Ayn 53 Hayton is very careful to avoid mentioning Ghazan's conversion. He states that the "Saracen party" offered him their support in overthrowing Baidu in return for promising to "renounce Christianity"; there was some persecution at his accession, but as soon as he was secure he began to favour the Christians and to turn against the Muslims: "Mès depuis que il fu ferme en sa seignorie, il comença moltà amer les Crestiens eà honeurer, e haïoit les Sarrazins . . . ." ('Flor' cit., II, pp. 190-1).
54 The leading Mongol general, Qutlugh-shāh, fed up with the debates atÖljeitü's court between rival H . anafī and Shāfi'ī scholars, apparently suggested a return from the law of Islam to the "law of Chinggis Khan", in terms that revealed the imprecision of his own knowledge of his new religion. Jālūt: an embassy from Hülegü elicited a response from Pope Urban IV. 60 Abagha sent as many as six missions to the West, such as that to the Council of Lyons in 1274, which was extended to the court of Edward I of England by an English Dominican long resident in the Ilkhanate, David of Ashby. While it seems other princes could on occasion be directly appealed to by Ilkhanid embassies, most missions took care to contact the Pope and the king of France, the traditional promoters and leaders of the crusading movement, and also the king of England: the closest any plan for joint action came to fruition was when, in 1271, Edward of England, in Acre, sought to synchronise a campaign with Abagha; in the end, nothing came about, as the Ilkhan was distracted by events on his eastern frontier.
The only possible interruption in the flow of friendly embassies from the Ilkhanate to the West came in the short reign of Tegüder (1282-84), who had taken the name Ah . mad and converted to Islam long before his accession. It has often been thought that he sought peace with the Mamluks, but this 'peace' was in fact merely the conventional Mongol Imperialist Peace: submission or chastisement. 61 Either way, Tegüder's reign was merely a very short aberration, and not a presaging of what was to come; whatever they were, nothing came of his plans and he was swiftly deposed. His successor Arghun (1284-91) was "in constant contact with the West", 62 and certainly sent four major missions to western Europe, one led by a distinguished Nestorian prelate, Rabban S .â wmâ, 63 and two involving a Genoese servant of the Ilkhans, Buscarello Ghisolfi. The replies to these embassies were polite but largely non-committal, at least until the impact of the fall of Acre (1291) was fully felt in the West; by which time, Arghun was dead. 64 A letter of April 1305 sent to Philip the Fair (IV of France) -and, there is some evidence, also to the Pope and king of England at least -expresses the Ilkhan's "desire to maintain the traditional bonds of friendship between the Il-Khans and the 'sultans of the Frankish people'". 66 Referring to the newly-established peace throughout the lands of the House of Chinggis Khan, and to news of concord in Europe,Öljeitü proposed a league against mutual enemies: implicitly, the Mamluks. It is clear from the replies that the Ilkhan also proposed a plan of campaign: significantly, he seems to have suggested that Armenia -that is, Cilicia -would be where western armies would assemble. This was a policy favoured by some western crusade proponents of the time and doubtless was also promoted by the Armenian exile Hayton, whose Flor des estoires may have been commisioned by Clement V in the aftermath ofÖljeitü's embassy. It is worth re-emphasising that Hayton does not hide from his papal audience the fact of the Ilkhan's Islam.Öljeitü's attempts to arrange a crusader alliance present a rather different view of the Ilkhan's policy to that presented in the 1923 Cambridge Medieval History 67 and even to that of more recent scholarship on the subject. David Bundy, studying Armenian-Papal relations, suggests that the conversion of the Ilkhans to Islam may have prevented them from seeking such an alliance: "It is doubtful however, that the Islamic Mongols (and their Turkish allies and subjects) were enthusiastic about Papal intervention in the Middle East, even if as proposed by Het'um the Historian [i.e., Hayton], that intervention was to be in cooperation with Mongol political and military designs". 68 This doubtfulness is, of course, an assumption not supported by the facts. Western response to these Ilkhanid envoys was consistent -consistently favourable, consistently non-committal -throughout this period, before and after the decisive conversion of the Ilkhans to Islam. Even after the end of these great embassies, when the Ilkhan was too weak or too distracted to plan a co-ordinated assault on the Mamluks, the West maintained contact: notably through the Papal protection of its interests in the Ilkhan's territories, but one should not neglect the activities of and commercial treaties concluded by the Italian mercantile republics with the Mongols. 69 Western rulers were certainly aware of the conversion of the Ilkhans to Islam, but while this meant the Pope ceased to urge immediate baptism, the Mongols were still considered as potential allies against the Mamluks. Perhaps by 1300 the intellectual understanding of Near Eastern politics was more sophisticated than the simplistic 'confessionalist' assumptions of some modern writers.
It is also worth noting that the conversion of Ghazan andÖljeitü had little effect on the way the Ilkhanid-Mamluk conflict was viewed by the Mamluks and their civilian historians. 66 Boyle, "The Il-Khans of Persia and the Princes of Europe" cit., p. 38. 67 See above, p. 54. 68 Bundy, "Armenian Relations with the Papacy" cit., p. 32. 69 Luciano Petech's study of the relations between the Italian cities and the Mongols reveals not only the continuation of commercial links beyond the Ilkhans' conversion, but also confirms the picture of gradually increasing anarchy and the gradual breakdown of firm central control, the pax Mongolica, rather than a sudden "event horizon", an onset of official persecution of Christians. Commercial treaties and mercantile activity continued through the reigns of Ghazan andÖljeitü; it was really only the instability of Abū Sa īd's reign, and especially the anarchy of the years after, that put a gradual end to the Italian community at Tabriz, rather than the actual conversion to Islam itself. While top-level contacts continued with the pre-Timurid dynasts, as did some commercial activity, the collapse of the Mongol Empire and of the Ilkhanate (and the Black Death) meant that the meaningful interaction of ca. 1250-1340 was not sustained: "Les marchands italiens dans l'empire mongol", Journal asiatique, CCL (1962), pp. 549-574.
of the conversion of the Mongols of Persia to Islam, it cannot be used as an example of sudden official hostility following the official conversion. Het'um's murder, along with the return of casual persecution and turmoil at the fringes of the Ilkhanate such as the Armenian Caucasus, are perhaps indicative of a more general trend of attitudes and affairs: not merely the Islamisation of the Mongols, but also the decline in power of the Ilkhans.
I do not wish to understate the significance of the conversion of the Mongols of Persia to Islam; there were, doubtless, many long-term consequences -and very serious short-term ones if one happened, for example, to be a Buddhist resident in Iran -even if the conversion, at first, may, for some, not have been that deep. It is also, I would suggest, a mistake to look at the conversion of the Mongols in Iran as a 'top-down' process. It seems likely that many (or even most) of the Mongol soldiers in Persia had converted to Islam before 1295: Ghazan converted in order to ensure the support of his followers; the Muslim Tegüder Ah . mad's accession in 1282 was perhaps too early, and not so acceptable to the still pagan Mongoĺ elite. 73 It is clear, nevertheless, that the Ilkhans did decline in importance for the Armenian kingdom, and provided less protection for it against the Mamluk attacks. I would suggest that this was because of the general decline of the Ilkhans themselves (the last, Abū Sa īd, died in 1335), and of the importance that they were able to attach to their own conflict with the Mamluks, which their conversion did nothing to resolve. While Tegüder Ah . mad may have sought some sort of peace with the Mamluks after his conversion in 1282, and this is itself doubtful, this was not the case with Ghazan orÖljeitü. Indeed, the adoption of Islam could even provide a new incentive, or excuse, for Ilkhanid expeditions against Mamluk Syria. 74 The view that it was the MuslimÖljeitü's accession that marked a new turn in Mongol-Armenian relations, exemplified by the assassination of Het'um, is a view much overstated. The conversion was earlier, its effects -certainly outside the Ilkhanatewere not so sudden, and official relations seem to have remained cordial.
With a more sophisticated understanding of the consequences and actualities of the Mongol conversion to Islam, it is clear that we need to gain a more sophisticated understanding of the course of Ilkhanid-Armenian relations, and their place in the wider context of Middle Eastern history. The Arabic sources from the Mamluk sultanate can be much better used to provide this context, but we must ensure we maintain an open mind, not only with regard to potential sources, but also with how we interpret them.
